Comment Letter 6. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service. Rodney R. Mclnnis, Acting Regional

Administrator

Comment
6-1

Cceanic and Atmospharic Administration
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e 1. Meubacher
Superintendent

Poant Reyes Mational Seashom
Point Beyes, CA 949356

Drear Mr. Meubacher:

Thank you for your letter i rl‘e‘l'l;E'Wil.h your determmation that the actions
proposed in the Poing Reyves Nt PR NS) Fire Mamagement Plan iy affect, but
are not likely o sdversely affelt. entral Califormis Coast (COC heoho salmon (oo
Eismtek) and COC steelhead (Oumypkiss). In additien, the PRNS has determined that the proposed
action is ool likely o destroy oF adversely modily critical habaiat designated for COC cobo
salmon. The PRNS has also determimed that the project will not adversely affect Essential Fish
Habitat {EFH} s desyzmated under the Magmuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation amd
Management Act (MSFCM) for Pacific salmon, including coho salmon and Chincok salmon.

The PRMS proposes a framework for all fire management activities, including wildtire
suppressirm, on land managed by PRNS and the Northern Dastrcts of Golden Gate MNational
Rocreation Area. The seashore and the recreation area ane located along the Califomia coast
withm Manin County. The fire monsgement plan is soticrpeted o puide the fire mangeement
proram for the next 1o 13 yvears, Information on proposed management activities and
potential effects o salmonids have been provided to the Kational Marine Fisheries Service
(M0AA Fisheries) by the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, consultation initiation letter,
and through eral communication with PRNS staft.

Emsbangersd Species Act. (ES4)

Biased on the information provided. 1 concur with PRNS that the project as proposed is not likely
o sdversely alfect threatened COC steelhead, CCC coho salmon, or destroy o adversely modily
critical habitat designated fior OO coho salmon. This conchsdes consultation for the PRNS Fire
Mamigement Plan in accordance with 50 CFR section 402, 140B)01 ) However, if new
mformation bocomes available indicating that lisied speckes may be adversely aflocied by the
project ina manner nak previously considered, or il the project plans change, further consultation

mwy b necessary,
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Comment 6-1. The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) concurs that the project as
proposed is not likely to adversely affect threatened fish species or adversely modified critical
fish habitat. If the project plans change or new information on the listed species indicates a
potential adverse effect, further consultation may be necessary.

Response to Comment 6-1. The following text for mitigation measure SS-7 is added to the FMP
Final EIS.

SS-7 The annual work plan for FMP implementation will be provided to NOAA Fisheries each
year to allow that agency to monitor the types of project proposed.
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6-2

-2-

Amndments 4 the MSFCMA m 1996 requine Federal agencies W comall wath NOAA Fisheries
regarding any sction or proposed action that may adversely affect EFH for Federally manaped
fish spegies. For more mformation o EFH, see our webstie ot “hipsswenmisnowa,gov.”
MOAA Fisheries bas evalsated the proposed project foe pobential adverse effects (o EFH pursuna
o section 30500020 of the MSFCMA. The area siTected by the project is par of EF1 designated
by the Pacific Vishenes Management Couneil for Pacific Sabimon. Based on the information
provwided by PRNS, EFH Conservation Recommendations ane nol necessary. However, if the
proposed action is medilied in s momer thal may sdversely affect CFH, PRMS will nesd 1o

ettt EFH eonsnlistion with NOAA Fisherics,

I yom buve wry questions conceming this comsulutnm, plewse contsce br. Peter Johossn w (707)
HAH-4003,

Smcerely,
Rodney B Mclnnis e

Acting Regwmal Admamsiraior

ooz Jim Lecky, NOAA Fisheries
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Comment 6-2. NMFS administers section 305(b)(2) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act requiring federal agencies to consult with NMFS regarding
the potential of projects to adversely affect “essential fish habitat.” The project area is part of the
EFH for Pacific Salmon. The FMP as proposed does not require conservation recommendations
but if the proposed work plan is modified, PRNS will need to reinitiate consultation with NMFS.

Response to Comment 6-2. See response to Comment 6-1.
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